


























Status 

experience coordination and provision of services in the 
commonwealth. The listening tour will address goal 2 ( enhance 
stakeholder involvement in service planning/delivery) and 3 
(link systems of care by improving service coordination across 
child-serving systems) of the V21: LSC Virginia 
Demonstration project. The tour will include at least five 
localities, where listening sessions of approximately 2 hours 
may be held with each stakeholder group separately. Sample 
question guides have been developed and reviewed for each 
participant group. These guides may be adjusted by V21 staff 
for relevancy as the listening tour progresses. Questions for 
children/youth and family groups will focus on experiences 
with accessing and receiving services. Questions for service 
providers will focus on experiences of providing services for 
children/youth and families. 
In progress 

Studies A Full Board Review: 

Project Name 
Project_ID 
Agency Sponsor 
Study Funder 
Principal Investigator (PI) 
PI Affiliation 
Date Submitted 
Final Decision Date 

Description 

The National Survey of Child and Adolescent Well-Being, 
Third Cohort SCAW-!.l!) 
2018-04 
VDSS Division of Family Services 
USDHHS, Administration for Children and Families 
Melissa Dolan, PhD 
R TI International 
29-Sep-17
14-Nov-17
The National Survey of Child and Adolescent Well-Being
(NSCA W) is a nationally representative, longitudinal survey of
children and families who have been the subjects of child
protective services (CPS) investigations. With funding and
support from the U.S. Children's Bureau and the Office of
Planning, Research and Evaluation (OPRE), NSCA W examines
child and family well-being outcomes in detail and seeks to
relate those outcomes to families' experiences with the child
welfare system ( e.g., service utilization) and to family
characteristics, community environment, and other factors.
Starting in 1997, interviews and assessments were conducted
with two cohorts of children (and their primary caregivers) who
were served by local child welfare agencies randomly selected
across the country. For each child, the assigned caseworker was
also interviewed. For the third cohort (NSCA W - III), baseline
interview data will be collected in 2017-2019; 18-month
follow-up interviews will be carried out in 2019-2021. After
having participated in the first two cohorts, Virginia is again

artici atin in the third cohort of this survey. 

12 



I Status In progress 

Studies Approved by Authorization A�reement: 

Project Name 
Project_ID 
Agency Sponsor 
Study Funder 
Principal Investigator (PI) 
PI Affiliation 
Date Submitted 
Date Approved 

Authorization Agreement 

Description 
Status 

Stud Modifications A 

Project Name 
Project_ID 
Agency Sponsor 
Principal Investigator (PI) 
PI Affiliation 
Date Submitted 

Quality Improvement Center for Workforce Development 
Study 
2018-07 
VDSS Division of Family Services, NGA Three-Branch Award 
USDHHS, ACF, Children's Bureau 
Anita P. Barbee, PhD 
University of Louisville 
3-Nov-17
1-Dec-17
As provided for in OHRP regulations, VDSS enterered into an
Authorization Agreement (signed on 11/2/2017) with the
University of Louisville. VOSS will rely on the University of
Louisville's IRB to review the study. Copies of the signed
MOU and Data Sharing Agreement were received on 2/9/2018
The U. S. Department for Health and Human Services (DHHS},
Administration on Children and Families (ACF}, Children's
Bureau funded a Quality Improvement Center on Workforce
Development (QIC-WD) for $15 million across five years. The
Center is located at four partnering universities including the
lead university and lead for workforce interventions- the
University of Nebraska at Lincoln- the lead for evaluation and
research- the University of Louisville- the lead for
implementation - the University of Colorado-Denver and the
lead for organizational culture and climate- the University of
Tennessee. The QIC-WD will partner with public child welfare
agencies to conduct a multi-site demonstration project, with the
overall goal of implementing a workforce development
framework and evidence-based and evidence-informed
interventions to improve workforce and child and family
outcomes for state and tribal systems. The implementation of
these workforce interventions will be rigorously evaluated,
establishing evidence that will add to the child welfare
knowledge base.
In progress

roved: 

Wendy's Wonderful Kids Post-Adoption Study: How are 
adopted foster youth faring as young adults 
2014-04M 
VOSS Division of Family Services 
Karin Malm 
Child Trends 
17-Jan-14
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Date Approved 

Description 

Continuation 
Continuation Approved 

Modification 

Modification Approved 
Status 

Project Name 

Project_ID 
Agency Sponsor 
Study Funder 
Principal Investigator (Pl) 

PI Affiliation 
Date Submitted 

Date Approved 

Description 

Modification 1 

26-Mar-14
Child Trends, with funding from the Dave Thomas Foundation
for Adoption (DTF A), is undertaking a national study to assess
the well-being of the older children adopted through the
Wendy's Wonderful Kids (WWK) adoption recruitment
program.
The PI submitted a continuation and modification on
September 8, 2017. The study is expected to end recruitment in
December 2018.
8-Sep-17

Current recruitment materials state that we will interview 
young adults once they tum 19. Over 20 young people who tum 
19 between June-December 2018 have already agreed to share 
their contact information with the research team. Modification 
proposes making a minor change to the recruitment procedures, 
to clarify that young people can be interviewed earlier, at age 
18. Planning to end recruitment in December 2018, reaching
out to young people earlier will give us more time for
recruitement and a better chance at reaching them. Also hope
that interviewing young people earlier will help avoid non­
response due to potentially outdated contact information.
Updated all recruitment materials that mention the age that the
young person will be interviewed. Also, have received approval
for this modification from the Child Trends IRB and have
attached the modification approval letter.

8-Sep-17
In progress

Assessing the Barriers that Constrain the Adequacy of SNAP 
Allotments (SNAP Barriers Study); Short Name: The Food and 
Your Household Study 

2016-03 

VDSS Benefit Programs, SNAP 

US Department of Agriculture, Food and Nutrition Services 
Maeve Gearing, PhD 

Westat 

14-Sep-15
24-Apr-17
On behalf of the Food and Nutrition Service (FNS), United
State Department of Agriculture (USDA), Westat will conduct
a study among Supplement Nutrition Assistance Program
(SNAP) participants to identify the major individual,
household, and environmental
In response to 0MB concerns about the effectiveness of using
pre-incentive payments in combination with post-survey
incentives to improve participation, the investigators will
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Modification 1 Approved 

Modification 2 

Modification 2 Approved 
Status 

Project Name 

Project_ID 
Agency Sponsor 
Principal Investigator (PI) 
PI Affiliation 
Date Submitted 
Date Approved 

Study Funder 

Description 

Modification 
Modification Approved 
Status 

conduct an experiment. Subjects will be randomly assigned to 
two different incentive payments. 
01-Feb-18
This second requested modification was received by VDSS
IRB April 10, 2018. The request was to approve substituting
reminder postcards for the automated telephone reminder calls
after the survey is mailed. The regulations ( 45 CFR 46) permit
expedited review of minor changes in previously approved
activities.

23-Apr-18
In progress

Vision 21: Linking Systems of Care (LSC) Listening Tour 

2018-12 
US Department of Justice, Office for Victims of Crime 
Anna Cody, MS 
VDSS Office of Community & Volunteer Services (CVS) 
11-Apr-18
24-May-18
US Department of Justice, Office for Victims of Crime
The Vision 21 Linking Systems of Care (V21 LSC) Listening
Tour will provide children/youth, families and direct service
providers an opportunity to share information about how they
experience coordination and provision of services in the
commonwealth. The listening tour will address goal 2 ( enhance
stakeholder involvement in service planning/delivery) and 3
(link systems of care by improving service coordination across
child-serving systems) of the V21: LSC Virginia
Demonstration project. The tour will include at least five
localities, where listening sessions of approximately 2 hours
may be held with each stakeholder group separately. Sample
question guides have been developed and reviewed for each
participant group. These guides may be adjusted by V21 staff
for relevancy as the listening tour progresses. Questions for
children/youth and family groups will focus on experiences
with accessing and receiving services. Questions for service
providers will focus on experiences of providing services for
children/youth and families.
Approved modification for VDSS account tracking, VDSS PI
will record receipt of participation Gift Card using participant
alias, and provide a receipt to each participant. Did not approve
recording participant contact information to notify of any
changes
22-Jun-18
In progress
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Appendix C: Minutes of IRB Meetings for SFY2018 

Date: 10127117 
Place: VDSS, 801 East Main Street Richmond, VA, 15th floor, Room# 1518 
Call to order Time: 1 :30 pm 
Members Present: 5 members, 4 for a majority: 

IRB Member Attendance Table 
In person (I) 

Scientist (S) Teleconference 
Non- (TC) Arrival 

Present scientist (N) !RB Member Telephone (TP) Time 

D s Cleary, Hayley, PhD, MPP 

D N Disse, Mary, B.A. 

D s Hawley, Carolyn, PhD, CRC 

D s Huff, Richard, PhD 

IZI s Jennings, Gail, PhD I 1:25 pm 

IZI N Jones-Haskins, Erika, MSW TC 1:34 pm 

IZI s Parente, Em, PhD, LCSW TC 1:32 pm 

IZI s Schneider, Jessica P. TC 1:32 pm 

D s Temoney, Tamara, PhD 

� s Price, Jeff, PhD* TC 1:32 pm 

R ev1ew o fM. t f mu es rom p rev1ous M tin () ee ,g, s: 

Departure 
Time (s) 

2:40pm 

2:40pm 

2:40pm 

2:40pm 

2:40pm 

Accept with Revise & *see minutes for
Meeting Date Accept as is Revisions* Resubmit* 
NIA D D D 

Requested change to the minutes: NI A 

A. New Protocol(s):
Stud Ttl Th N f 1 S ty 1 e: e a 1ona 
VDSS IRB # 2018-04 

urvey o fCh'ld d Ad 1 t W 11 B . (NSCAW) 1 an o escen e - emg 
I Sponsor/Funder: ACF 

revision 

D 

Investigator: Melissa Dolan, PhD (RT!) I Primary reviewer(s): Gail Jennings 

NIA Yes No Committee Review included, but was not limited to the following areas: 

D � D Investigator included CV? 

Investigator has no conflict of interest that would compromise the integrity 
D � D of the study? 

D � D Does the study specifically target a vulnerable population? 
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D IZI D Written informed consent will be obtained from the subjects? 
This study enrolls children and written informed consent will be obtained 

D IZI D from the child's parent or guardian? 
This study may enroll adults who are not competent to provide informed 
consent? (Written informed consent will be obtained from subjects' legally 

IZI D D authorized representative). 

D IZI D Consent document accurately describes the important aspects of the study? 
Consent document is written in a way likely to be understood by 

D IZI D prospective subjects? 

D D IZI The following revisions to the consent document are required for final study 
approval: 

D IZI D Prospective subjects will be recruited from: Albemarle and Sussex DSS 

D D IZI A research advertisement will be used? 

IZI D D The following revisions to advertisement(s) is/are required for final study 
approval: 
This study provides reimbursement or payment to subjects for their 

D IZI D participation in the study? 
The level and schedule of reimbursement/payment is reasonable in relation 

D IZI D to study procedures? 
Subjects for whom the payment is likely to be coercive will be excluded 

IZI D D from the study? 

D D IZI Is there coercion or undue influence? 

D IZI D Risks and discomforts of research participation were thoroughly evaluated? 

D IZI D Risks are minimized by research design? 
Main risks of research participation are adequately summarized in the 

D IZI D consent document? 

D IZI D Participation in this research will not directly benefit research participants? 

D IZI D This research may benefit people in the future? 

D IZI D Risks of research participation are reasonable in view of potential benefits? 

D IZI D Provisions to protect the privacy of subjects are adequate? 

D IZI D Provisions to protect confidentiality of data are adequate? 

D IZI D Are inclusion criteria clearly stated? 

D IZI D Are exclusion criteria clearly stated? 
Is there a need for ongoing data monitoring for the purpose of identifying 

D IZI D unexpected results that would indicate a need for study revision? 

Discussion and The focus of the review was on the research activities connected with collection of the 

Questions: baseline data. Since RTI did not provide a plan for contacting participants and collecting 
more data at 18 months follow-up, RTI must submit these materials for a separate IRB 
review before collecting any follow-up data. The below-mentioned comments and 
questions are relevant only to the research activities associated with collecting baseline 
data. 

1. The IRB members discussed state laws and regulations governing who can act as a

legally authorized representative (LAR) to consent for minors in the custody of the

local social services agency. If the child's parents retained their parental rights, the

parents would provide consent for the child. If the parents' rights were terminated,
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according to state law, the local agency and/or foster parents cannot consent on 

behalf of the child. The decision must be deferred to a family court judge. The local 

agencies have a process in place for obtaining consent from the family or juvenile 

court judge when minors require non-emergency care; we assume that they will 

follow a similar protocol for obtaining consent for minors to participate in human 

subjects research. 

2. In the "Attaclunent_Data Elements_Monthly Sample File Submissions" document in
the Data Sharing folder, a list ofrequested data elements includes the child's SSN.
VOSS cannot release the child's SSN without permission from the client and/or parent
(or legally authorized representative). Instead, the client ID may be used for linking
the interview data to the CPS client administrative records. Furthermore, the mother's
SSN will not be released unless permission from the mother is obtained.

3. In the Data Linkage consent form, the participant is asked to provide consent for 
obtaining and linking secondary data from other sources (e.g., CPS records, quarterly
earnings and disability benefits from SSA and National Directory of New Hires) to the
interview data. Furthermore, the PI mentions allowing "some researchers" to use the
interview data and data from other sources ("We will allow some researchers to do
studies that combine your NSCA W interview with the information we collect from
other sources ... "). The interview and secondary data will be stored in NDACAN's
data repository at Cornell University and made accessible to other researchers outside
of the organization through licensing arrangements. The participant should be
provided separate prompts (check boxes) to consent to the data linkage, the sharing of
data with other researchers, or both.

4. IfRTI intends to release the child's linked health information to other researchers
(through public use data files), explicit consent/assent should be obtained.

5. In the "Request for Approval of Research Protocol_NSCA W III" document, on page
19, the interviewer requests the caregiver respondent's SSN ("Collecting Social
Security Numbers. At the end of the caregiver interview, caregivers will be asked for
their Social Security Number (SSN). NSCA W III will collect SSNs for longitudinal
tracing and locating purposes as well as data linkage authorized by the
respondent."). Does the field representative obtain informed consent from the
caregiver to use his SSN in this linkage? I did not see this addressed in the Data
Linkage consent form. Is the child's SSN also requested at the end of his or her
interview?

6. In the Request for Initial Review form, on page 11, the data files used for sampling
purposes will be destroyed by May 2022. Will any other project data (e.g., consent
forms, recorded verbal responses, linked data) be destroyed or live on in perpetuity
through the public use data files? The PI should should describe the timeline and plan
for how the project's raw electronic data- consent forms, interview data, linked data
and any other data stored in your document management system (DocMan) -- will be
handled after the end of the project.

7. In the "Introductory Scripts", the PI describes what the field representative says when
approaching potential participants at their home.
a. Under what circumstances would the field representative approach the

respondent's home to attempt to schedule the interview (e.g., phone is out of
order, phone is not picked up)? The protocol for recruiting families who are not
accessible by phone needs to be clarified.

b. If the respondent answers ''No" (he or she had not received the letter), and the
field representative proceeds to read the contents of the letter, is the respondent
given adequate time to consider whether or not to arrange an interview? Does the
field representative immediately attempt to schedule an interview time at that
time, or instead does the field representative place a call to the respondent's home
at a later time? RTI should not place undue pressure on the respondent to agree to
schedule an interview.

8. In the "Request for Approval of Research Protocol NSCAW Ill" document, on page 10
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Other Action 

Items: 

(and again on page 13), the estimated average time of the caregiver interview is listed 

as 80 minutes, but elsewhere (e.g., NSCAW Brochure, Initial Review Form, Caregiver 

Informed Consent) it is stated as either 90 minutes or 100 minutes. Confirm the 

average length of time (it can be expressed as a range of minutes) for the caregiver 

interview and insure that it is stated consistently throughout all documents, 

especially the caregiver lead letters and consent forms. 

9. In general, how have children ages 7-10 years dealt with the consent process and

length of the interview? In regards to younger children (e.g., 7-10 years), were they

able to complete the ACAS! portion of the interview with few problems in using the

technology? During Waves 1 and 2 combined, did RTI report any Adverse Events

involving younger children experiencing distress when answering sensitive

questions? Were there any adverse events involving older youth (e.g., age 11-17

years)?

10. Is there a specific protocol in place for dealing with distressed children? The

approach and script described in the Distressed Respondent Protocol (Appendix G)

appears to be targeted to adults. The language should be simplified for children.

11. In the Caregiver Consent Form and Fact Sheet, what is the "12-month period" (as in
"All of the children had contact with the child welfare system during a 12-month
period.") referring to?

12. In the Data Linkage consent form, the participant is asked to provide consent for
linking their interview data with data from other sources, specifically, child welfare
administrative data (from OASIS), earnings and disability benefits data from SSA,
collected from other sources ( e.g., SSA), and for allowing other researchers to use their
data. Where in the consent/assent forms do you obtain permission to release the
interview data to other researchers via public use data files?

13. A timeline for destruction of the interview data (including recorded responses) and
other linked data needs to be clearly described.

14. The protocol for recruiting families who are not accessible by phone needs to be 
clarified. Did the protocol describe approaching the family in-person at their home? 
What accommodations are made to allow the family sufficient time to make a decision
about participation and to arrange a separate time to conduct the interviews?

15. How have children ages 7-10 years generally dealt with the consent process - length of
the interview, administration of parts of the interview using the Computer-Assisted
Personal Interview {CAPI) method, and types of questions posed in the interview,
particularly questions of a sensitive nature? Do you use other methods for asking
young children (ages 7-10 years) questions on sensitive topics and recording
responses?

16. Is there a specific protocol in place for dealing with distressed children? The approach
and script described in the Distressed Respondent Protocol (Appendix G) appears to be
targeted to adults.

17. Protocol needs to clarify if the child and caregiver interviews are administered
concurrently or back-to-back. What accommodations are made for families who can't
complete both interviews in the allotted time?

18. Need to confirm with the PI that this request for approval covers the period when the
baseline interview data is collected. If the PI is seeking approval for follow-up
interviews, the PI must submit a description of their protocol for recruitment, obtaining
consent and administering the survey instrument as well as consent forms and data
collection tools.

19. Questions were raised by one member regarding the timing of the child and caregiver
interviews on the same day. Upon reading the protocol, it has been determined that the
child and care iver interviews are com leted se uentiall , not simultaneously.

The IRB Coordinator will reach out to RTI to respond to the above-mentioned items and 
questions. We will allow up to 10 business days (by November 16) for a response. The 
response will be shared with the IRB members present at the meeting via email, and these 
members will electronically vote on whether or not to a rove this study. The final vote 
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came in 11/14/2017. 

Controverted 
issues: 

Approve Approve with 
Conditions 

Decision: 181 D 

Vote Total Voting =5 Vote: For =5 
Names of Members who abstained 

Modification(s): NIA - none at this time. 

Continuing Review(s): NIA-none at this time. 

Tabled Study(s): NIA- none at this time 

Adjourned Time: 2:40 pm 
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Date: June 28, 2018 
Place: VDSS, 801 East Main Street Richmond, VA, 7th floor Conference Room 
Call to order Time: 9:25 am 
Members Present: 7 members, 4 for a majority: 

IRB Member Attendance Table 
In person (I) 

Presen Scientist Teleconference Arrival 
t ? IRB Member (TC) Time 

181 y Brown, Eleanor, PhD I 9:00 am 

181 y Cleary, Hayley, PhD, I 9:10 am 

D N Disse, Mary, B.A. 

181 y Hawley, Carolyn, PhD, I 9:15 am 

D y Huff, Richard, PhD 

181 y Jennings, Gail, PhD I 9:00 am 

181 N Jones-Haskins, Erika, I 9:20 am 

181 y Parente, Em, PhD, I 9:29 am 

D y Schneider, Jessica P. 

D y Temoney, Tamara, PhD 

181 y Price, Jeff, PhD* I 9:20 am 
* VDSS IRB Ombudsman and Alternate

Others present at any time during the meeting: 

Departure 
Time 
11:10 am 
10:54 am 

11:10 am 

11:10 am 
10:52 am 

11:10 am 

10:20 am 

Name Time arrived Time departed role during the meeting 
Amin, Ohara 9:10 am 11:10 am Representing DJJ 

Review of Minutes from Previous Meeting(s): 
Accept with Revise & *see minutes for

Meeting Date Accept as is Revisions* Resubmit* 
.. 

rev1s10n 
NIA D D D D 

Requested change to the minutes: NA 

Old Business: None 

New Business: 

Future Meetings, Correspondence & Communication: The Chair proposed having the Board 
meet at least twice yearly. All members present agreed that this would be a good practice. 

Board Membership and Tenn Expirations: As part of the introductions, the Chair (E. Brown) 
asked specific members if they were willing to renew their tenns to serve on the Board. Several 
members agreed to renew once their tenns expired. Ohara Amin, DJJ research analyst and guest 
at this meeting, will replace board member Jessica Schneider (DJJ). Ohara was a fonner 
paralegal. The change is subject to approval by the VDSS Commissioner. Since he has not 
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recently participated in IRB activities or communicated with the Chair, the Chair will contact 
Richard Huff to determine his current level of interest in serving as a member. 

The Chair recommended that the IRB recruit new members, especially people who do not have a 
scientific or research background. Board members suggested reaching out to the following 
organizations: child advocacy groups (e.g., CASA, GAL), VCU Wilder School for Public Policy, 
VCU School of Social Work, Virginia Department of Education, and VCU Partnership for 
People with Disabilities (Parthy Dinora was specifically mentioned). Others suggested adding 
community stakeholders who represent or serve vulnerable populations. 

CITI Training & Requirements: The Chair promoted use of CITI (Collaborative Institutional 
Training Initiative) for training IRB members, researchers, and VDSS program managers and 
staff. The Chair cited the depth and breadth of the courses and recommended it as a good 
resource for understanding human research protections. Aside from required courses, members 
are encouraged to select and complete supplemental courses based on personal interest, fit with 
their job, or relevance to assigned reviews. Since purchasing the agency's CITI subscription in 
November 2017, both the VDSS IRB Chair and G. Jennings completed all required coursework 
for IRB administrators. Subsequently, VDSS changed the learning plans (i.e., reduced the 
number of required courses) for each learner group. The Chair extended the deadline for IRB 
members to complete CITI training to December 31, 2018. Most members present indicated that 
they have previous experience using CITI for continuing education. The VDSS IRB recently 
purchased the "Revised Common Rule" courses (see comments below). The Chair will send 
further instructions to the Board on how to access the new courses. 

Final Revisions to the Common Rule (Final Rule}: The federal government recently revised the 
Common Rule regulations in regards to human subject's research protections. Among other 
things, this will have a major impact on administrative processes (e.g., referring multi-site 
studies to a single IRB, exempting certain studies or requiring a limited expedited review). The 
federal government extended the deadline for implementing the new Final Rule to January 21, 
2019. See note above re: purchase of Revised Common Rule module from CITI. 

IRB Role in Data Sharing Agreements: As Director of the Office of Research and Planning 
(ORP), J. Price shared his recent work in creating an internal administrative process for 
authorizing the release (sharing) of client-level data to outside organizations that request DSS 
administrative data. A data sharing agreement or MOU will be required between VDSS and the 
requesting organization. 

Recently, VDSS began developing a CRM (customer relationship management) tool to track 
constituent requests. As an add-on to the system, the CRM will allow ORP users to track and 
report on all data requests (including those that involve client level data with or without personal 
identifiers) and creation of inter-agency data sharing agreements. All customer requests for DSS 
client-level data (with or without PII) will go to ORP. ORP will obtain approval from Business 
Owners prior to release of any data. As part of the workflow, if a customer requests PII client­
level data, the system will trigger an email notification to the Chair that the project requires IRB 
review. [Requests for summary, or aggregate, data will not trigger a request for IRB review.] 
The CRM will undergo user acceptance testing (UAT) on July 9-20 with testing participants to 
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include the Chair and one other IRB member from ORP. At the earliest, the final application 
will launch on July 23. Both the new data sharing policy and the CRM will help VOSS move 
toward a "more consistent approach" in approving and releasing client level data. Furthermore, 
this will encourage better communication between the VOSS Divisions and the IRB in regards to 
research and data sharing activities and result in fewer "missed opportunities" for the Board to 
review studies. 

Both initiatives mentioned above were prompted by instances where the Research and Planning 
Office and the IRB were not informed about research and data sharing activities carried out by 
other Divisions and by the local social services agencies. 

The Chair presented examples of personal identifiers. Members agreed that administrative ID 
numbers assigned to clients might be considered PII. 

IRB Requests for Review: G. Jennings proposed eliminating the IRB Request for Exemption 
Determination form and instead expanding the IRB Request for Initial Review form. The new 
form will capture all information necessary to making a determination that the study under 
review 1) involves human subjects, 2) meets the definition of being research, and 3) is eligible 
for IRB review (not exempt). Guest Ohara Amin added that her institution uses a form with a 
cover letter. Revising the IRB form may reduce the need to request more information from the 
PI later in the process. 

Research for Program Improvement: The Chair raised the questions of what constitutes 
"research" and if studies conducted for the purpose of program evaluation or quality 
improvement should be exempt from IRB review. Members agreed that program 
evaluation/quality improvements studies in regards to delivery of services and benefits would be 
exempt from review. Members agreed that employee surveys and work climate studies qualify 
for IRB review and that employees are subject to the same protections as DSS clients. Several 
members recommended using checklists and decision trees to help determine if a project 
involves human subjects, if the study is research, and if the study would be exempt under any of 
the categories defined in the Common Rule. Members supported the Chair's position that the 
researcher does not have the discretion to make that determination. 

The Chair asked for clarification on the meaning of certain terms used in Category 5 ( 45 CFR 
46.101 (b )( 5) ). Specifically, she asked if the provision "research and demonstration projects 
which are conducted by or subject to the approval of department of agency heads" applies to 
State department or agency heads, such as the DSS Commissioner. Board members agreed that 
the rule could be applied to studies conducted by state agencies (in this case, VOSS) or 
authorized by state agency heads (i.e., DSS Commissioner or Deputy Commissioner). 

Research with Children When Otherwise Exempt: The Chair asked for clarification on applying 
certain exemption rules to studies involving children. Members agreed that only two categories 
apply: 1) studies involving public observations where the investigator does not interact with the 
child, and 2) situations where children are completing tests or assessments in an educational 
setting. Otherwise, all other exemption categories ( e.g., being part of a program or quality 
improvement study) apply only to adults. Consequently, studies with child subjects will require 
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expedited or full board review. E. Parente and J. Price cited examples of how the IRB handled 
past VDSS studies involving children, specifically, children in foster care. Some members 
mentioned unique state and federal regulations that apply to children in foster care ( e.g., 
participation as subjects, obtaining informed consent from legal guardians). While there is 
general agreement that research with human subjects under age 18 should not be given 
exemption from IRB review, members present at the meeting agreed that the Chair should gather 
more input from the full membership before making any changes to policies in regards to use of 
children in research. 

Miscellaneous: Members approved revisions to the meeting minute's template that will allow the 
note taker to capture discussion about IRB processes and other administrative matters not related 
to studies under review. 

New Protocol(s): NIA - none at this time. 

Modification(s): NIA- none at this time. 

Continuing Review(s): NIA- none at this time. 

Tabled Study(s): NIA- none at this time 

Adjourned Time: 11: 10 am 
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